FINAL RECORD PLAT: PLT98-0154

APPLICANT: John R. Law

DATE FILED: November 24, 1998

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY:

CITY OF ROCKVILLE PLANNING DIVISION
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

December 11, 1998

=

Lots 20 & 21, Block 3
Original Town of Rockville

104 W. Jefferson Street
Rockville, Maryland 20850

\

N,
—4\
|
—

Busin ATRLET

L

Lot Size and Zone: 27,535 square foot, zoned R-90
Present Use: Residential
Comments: The property is located within the West Montgomery Avenue Historic

District and is a previously unrecorded, deeded lot.

REQUEST: Approval of a record plat to divide the property into two lots.

PREVIOUS RELATED ACTIONS:

On September 15, 1998, the Historic District Commission reviewed Final Record Plat
Application PLT98-0150 and found that the subdivision,would not adversely impact the
historic structure nor the historic West Jefferson Street streetscape.

The applicant filed Final Record Plat Application PLT98-0150s0n September 15, 1998.
At the Planning Commission meeting on October 21, 1998, a majority of the voting
members of the Planning Commission were not persuaded that the proposed Record Plat
satisfied all of the applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and the application
was denied with a 2-2 vote.

The applicant has filed an appeal before the Circuit Court for Montgomery County. A
consent motion to stay further action on that appeal pending the outcome of this
application has been filed with the Court.

STAFF COMMENTS: The applicant has submitted a Final Record Plat request for a two lot
subdivision that is substantially the same as the one that was denied by the Planning Commission
in October. The proposal is to divide the existing deeded lot into two lots, one to contain the
existing improvements and the other, smaller lot, for a new infill dwelling. The only difference
between this application and the previous one is that the applicant now proposes to live on the
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PLT98-0154 -2- December 11, 1998
Staff Report ‘

smaller lot instead of selling both lots. This change is not material and not relevant to the analysis
of this application.

The original Johnston-Prettyman house was built between 1841 and 1842. The property is
located within the West Montgomery Avenue Historic District; therefore, the Historic District
Commission was required to review the proposal. The Historic District Commission previously
found that the proposal would not adversely impact the historic structure nor the historic West
Jefferson Street streetscape.

The City Forester has advised that a Forest Stand Delineation is not required at this time, but will
be required prior to construction of a new dwelling unit. The Department of Public Works has
indicated that stormwater management must be provided for the entire property prior to
construction of a new dwelling unit on Lot 21.

The proposed lots comply with the minimum requirements contained in Section 25-311, Tables of
Development Standards for lots zoned R-90, One-Family Detached, Restricted Residential.

Those requirements are a minimum lot size of 9,000 square feet with frontage of at least 80 feet.
The larger 18,479 square foot proposed lot has over a 100 feet of frontage on W. Jefferson Street
and over a 170 feet of frontage on S. Van Buren Street while the smaller lot is made up of 9,056
square feet with 80 feet of frontage along S. Van Buren Street.

Citizens opposing this application have cited Section 25-749(b) as a provision of the Zoning
Ordinance that should be applied to this subdivision application. Section 25-749(b) Resubdivision
of existing lots states that:

In any resubdivision of developed or undeveloped lots within an existing residential
area, the Commussion shall maintain, to the extent feasible, the average area and frontage
of existing lots within five hundred (500) feet of the proposed resubdivision. This
requirement shall supersede the minimum lot size and frontage requirements of the
applicable zone, except where the average lot size of frontage of the existing lots are
smaller than the minimum requirements of the zone, in which case the minimum
requirements shall apply.

Whether this section applies to the proposed subdivision depends on whether the pending
application involved is an initial subdivision or a resubdivision. There is no definition of
"resubdivision” in the Zoning Ordinance. The Zoning Ordinance's definition of a subdivision is as
follows:

Subdivision means the division of a lot, tract, or parcel of land into two (2) or

more lots, plats, sites, or other divisions or assemblage of land for the purpose, whether
immediate or future, of sale or of building development. "Subdivision" includes
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resubdivision and, when appropriate to the context, relates to the process of resubdividing
or to the land or territory subdivided. (Section 25-1. Definitions.)

The applicant has asserted that Section 25-749(b) does not apply to the current application
because it is not a resubdivision of an existing platted lot but rather is a subdivision of an old lot
created by deed. Staff has had the opportunity to further evaluate whether a deeded lot
constitutes a subdivision and believes that it does, particularly when, as in this case, the lot was
established at a time when creation of a lot by deed was an acceptable method of land division.
The language of Section 25-749(b) does not expressly limit its requirement to resubdivison of
previously platted lots. Staff historically has applied Section 25-749(b) to evaluate the
appropriateness of pipestem lots. In doing so, staff has made no distinction between subdivision
of previously platted lots and subdivision of lots created by deed.

Since Section 25-749(b) applies to this application, information must be collected to determine an
average of the lot frontages and lot area of the surrounding properties. Access to the tax records
is the only reference source that staff can use to provide timely property information. The
information in those records, however, is limited to overall property size and provides no
information about the lot frontages. Staff compiled information from the tax records for each tax
account within 500 feet of the proposed subdivision. Without determining whether the tax
account contained more than one lot, the average tax parcel was determined to be 14,430 square
feet.! Additionally, non-residentially occupied properties were excluded from the calculations
because they are not the same use and are, more often than not, made up of multiple lots .

Similarly, staff cannot determine the average frontage of the lots in the area without accessing the
deeds for the unplatted lots. Staff, however, used the 200 scale tax maps to assess the tax parcel
frontages within the 500 radius of the proposed subdivision and found that a majority of the lot
frontages are equal to or less than the 80 feet of frontage proposed for the smaller lot and that the
proposed larger lot exceeds most of them.

The area of the two proposed lots is 18,479 square feet and 9,056 square feet. The applicant
could create two lots of approximately 13,767 square feet each by moving the dividing lot line to
a point where it divides the existing property in half by square footage. The applicant is opposed
to that idea because it would mean that the pool and carport would be lost. Staff, however, is
opposed to that idea for a different reason. Moving the lot line would only achieve lots of equal
size; it would not produce fewer lots. Moreover, dividing the property in half does not produce a
subdivision that takes into account the existing historic house. The proposed subdivision achieves

'Use of this method tends to skew the average lot size data because it does not illustrate the average area of
existing lots but shows the average area per tax account. Without a detailed search of each tax account among the Land
Records of Montgomery County, there is no other method available to determine an average. Since some accounts
contain more than one lot, this method also produces an average higher-than would be determined for individual lots.
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a greater degree of sensitivity than just cutting the property in half and produces the same number
of lots. The intent of Section 25-749(b) is to protect existing neighborhoods from
uncharacteristic subdivision. In this case, the uneven division of the property seems to be in
character with the eclectic character of the neighborhood, which consists of a variety of lot sizes.

While a preliminary plan is not required for three lots or less, the preliminary plan findings
contained in Section 25-727 must be addressed. In order to approve a record plat, the Planning
Commission must find that a proposed subdivision will not conflict with any of the findings. The
following is a list of the findings as well as an evaluation of each:

(1) Constitute a violation of any provision of this chapter or other applicable law;

The proposed lots meet the minimum requirements for the R-90 zone. The intent of
Section 25-749(b) is to create lots that are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
Within 500 feet of the proposed subdivision are properties that are smaller as well as
larger than the proposed lots. They are also intermingled with each other. In this case,
unequally dividing the existing lot creates one lot that complies with the Development
Standards of the R-90 zone and another that not only exceeds the average for the
neighborhood but creates a lot that is sensitive to the historic house. The proposed
subdivision is also different from the others along South Van Buren Street because it
abuts a non-residential use. For theses reasons, staff believes that the proposed
subdivision does not violation of any provision of this chapter or other applicable law.

(2) Violate or adversely affect the Plan;

The Master Plan recommends medium density detached residential development with 2.5
to 4 units per acre for this area. The proposed lots are zoned R-90, One-Family Detached,
Restricted Residential and meet the development standards for that zone. The proposed
subdivision will not violate or adversely affect the Plan or the Zoning Ordinance.

(3) Overburden existing public services, including but not limited to water, sanitary
sewer, public roads, storm drainage and other public improvements;

The Department of Public Works has not identified any difficultly with the ability to

. provide water or sanitary sewer to the proposed subdivision. The proposed subdivision
would only add one house to South Van Buren Street. Adequate sewer, water and storm
drain capacity is available to serve an additional single-family dwelling. The proposal is
not large enough to produce any identifiable impact upon the public street system of other
public improvements.
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(4) Affect adversely the health or safety of persons residing or working in the
subdivision or neighborhood;

The proposed subdivision is located in a single-family neighborhood. A new single-family
home is planned for the smaller lot. There are no health or safety concerns associated with
this proposal that would be any different that any other home on the street.

(5) Be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements
in the neighborhood;

The public welfare is unaffected by this proposal. Staff cannot identify any way that this
subdivision would be injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood.
Neighbors have suggested that allowing this subdivision could create a precedence for
subdivision within the neighborhood that would lead to its deterioration. Although this
may be a valid concern, the proposed subdivision satisfies the development standards set
forth in the Zoning Ordinance and poses no current identifiable harm or danger to the
neighborhood.

(6) Be unsuitable for the type of development, the use contemplated, and available
public utilities and services; or

This proposal is for a single-family home in a single-family residential neighborhood and
there is no problem with public utilities and services.

(7) Unreasonably disturb existing topography, in order to minimize stormwater
runoff and to conserve the vegetation cover and soil.

There are no conditions on this site that cannot be mitigated. The land is relatively flat
and any tree protection or removal will be controlled by the City Forester as well as the
Historic District Commission.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The proposed subdivision meets the minimum Development Standards for R-90 zoned lots and
there are no identifiable concerns associated with any of the required findings. Therefore, the
approval of this subdivision hinges on whether the proposal complies "to the extent feasible" with
the requirements of Section 25-749(b). Staff finds that the proposed subdivision meets the spirit
of Section 25-749(b). Creating lots that do not meet the averdge is not unprecedented in the
neighborhood or even on South Van Buren Street. The subdivision is not only in kéeping with
the variety of lot sizes in the neighborhood but provides a method of reducing the ﬁlass afid scale
of any future dwelling. The combination of the smaller lot size and the Historic District
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Commission review and approval will ensure that any future dwelling constructed on the smaller
lot will be built in a manner compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and dwellings.
Approval of this proposed subdivision will also result in lots that are sensitive to the historic
Johnston/Prettyman house.

Based on the above, staff recommends approval, subject to the conditions noted below:

1. That the plat be revised to make modification/additions as identified in Planning
Commission Exhibit "A";

2. That the final plat be submitted in an appropriate electronic format as specified in
Section 25-782 (c), (d), and (&) of the Rockville Zoning and Planning Ordinance.

Attachments
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FRANCES BOUIC PARKS
118 SOUTH VAN BUREN STREET
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 208350
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Thomas W. 4Yo‘der )

-~

Construction Conau[tant

(301) 762-4379 123 S. VAN BUREN STREET, P-9-86364, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 208501

18 Octobher 1998

Planning Commission

Citv of Rockville

Re: Subdivion Application

PLT98-0150

Gentlemen:

This is written as a neighbor of the subject
property on South Van Buren Street.

Not only do we not object to the subdivision of
Dr. Law's property, but we highly recommend your
approval.

We look forward to seeing another new home on
our street, in lieu of the hedges now there, and
believe it will add value to our home and the other
homes on the street.

rv truly yours,
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118 S. Van Buren Street
Rockville, MD 20850
October 20, 1998

City of Rockville Planning Division

City of Rockville

111 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re: Application PLT98-0150
100 S. Van Buren Street

Gentlemen:

1 have been out of town and upon my arrival at home in the late evening October 18, received a
postcard which had been mailed to the owner/occupant of my home giving notice of a tentative planning
commission meeting on Wednesday, October 21, 1998. I would like to ask two questions. Just when will
1 be informed whether or not this tentative meeting will take place? The other question is why was I not
given more notice.

It would seem to me that the intent to subdivide a lot and drastically change a neighborhood
should be advertised. To the best of my knowledge, it has not been.

I would like to express my concern about the proposed subdivision of this parcel. South Van
Buren Street has always had the reputation of being one of the nicest residential streets in Rockville with
spacious lots and mostly good sized homes. Green lawns, gardens, trees and lots of space between houses
is a part of the charm of South Van Buren Street. Squeezing a big Pseudo-Gothic/Victorian, or any other
$450,000.00 to $500,000.00 house on that size lot would begin to change the whole character of the
neighborhood. It would also set a precedent on our street which I have noted in other parts of the west
end of Rockville. The most egregious example to me would be the placement of seven or eight houses on
a small bit of acreage on Maryland Avenue. '

Another aspect to consider is the fact that new construction would place an additional strain on
the old city pipes in this neighborhood and would make stormwater management more burdensome. We
do have a big problem with water pressure in this area.

My house is right next door to this proposed new lot and | am worried that any house squeezed
onto a lot smaller than any other on this street would be jammed right up against my property line. I
expect that all of the trees would be torn down also. I would also venture to guess that there would be
more cars parked on this narrow street.

I have lived in my house for 35 years and it has always been a quiet and serene refuge in the
midst of bustling downtown Rockville. With a large house looming so closely over mine. I will feel as
though I live in a townhouse subdivision.

It is my hope that the Planning Commission will consider the fact that this is an old established
neighborhood and leave it the way it is now.

Very truly vours.

4«
“ )A Lhia o)
Janice H. Schiavone
J
cc: Peerless Rockville
The Mavor and council of Rockvilie
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132 South Van Buren Street
Rockville, MD 20850
October 18, 1998

To whom it may concern: -

We have no objection to the subdivision of the 100 South Van Buren Lot of Dr. John Law.

Sincerely,
Linda D. Harris , Gerald R. Harris

| ECEME

%
|
OCT 20 1998 ;
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JACQUES B. GELIN
105 gouth Van Buren St.
Rockville, MD 20850
(301) 762-7147
gelinjac@erols.com

October 21, 1998

To the Chairman and Members of the City of Rockville Planning
Commission:

I am Jacques Gelin. I reside at 105 South Van Buren Street in
Rockville, immediately across the street from Dr. Law. I submit
this statement in support of Dr. Law’s application.

I have resided in Rockville for over 30 years and have served

on the Historic District Commission both as a member and chairman.

I am able to represent to this Commission that the owners of

the following properties, all located closer to Dr. Law’s property
than the objector, support this application. These supporting
owners reside at numbers 109 (Florence Ashby and Laird Anderson),
117 (Ellen & Harry Pskowski), and 119 (Frances Bouic Parks).

The Staff Report concedes that Section 25-749, upon which the
objector relies probably does not apply to the current application;
nonetheless, even under the stricter standard that would apply to
a resubdivision, the Staff Report recommends approval. Based on
information supplied by Dr. Law and my personal knowledge of the
neighborhood, the application is compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood and is consistent with both the letter and the intent
of the ordinance.

Based on the foregoing, I request that you grant Dr. Law’s
application.

Respectfully submitted,

Attachment 6-
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October 21, 1998

Dr. John Law
104 W. Jefferson St.
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear John:

I am aware of, and support your attempts, to sub-divide your property located at 104 W.
Jefferson St., Rockville, Maryland. A

Respectfully,
ary
Owner

200.W. Jefferson St.
Rockville, Maryland

Attachment 6-13
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Disteit of Columina (301) 3300812

FAX(301 9846865

October 20, 1998

City of Rockuville

Planning Department

111 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850-2364

Altn:  Margaret Hall, Planner
Re:  John Law property
Dear Ms. Hall:

This is in reply to your request to determine the average lot area and frontage of
existing lots within 500 feet of the subject property. Attached is a copy of part of the
Montgomery County tax map with the study area cutlined. As you can see from a
review of this plan there is hardly an "average” lot considering the variation of sizes and |
shapes. In making my determination I only considered lots being used as residences.

Based on my review of assessment records, plats within the study area
the average lot area is 12,300 square feet and the average lot frontage is 84 feet, |
hope this information will serve your intended use. If you have any questions on this
matter please contact me.

Yours truly,

cc. John Law

AN
Attachment 6-14
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’ Abdul & Natasha Jarrah i
107 West Argyle Street, Rocl;viﬂe, MD 20850
(301) 279-7965 ph / (301) 738-1175 fax

October 21, 1998
To the Planning Commission of Rockville,

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,
As neighbor’s of Dr. Law. we are submitting this letter in support of his petition to subdivide his
property in order to sell the vacant lot to a home builder who will in turn build a new home on it.

We know of no reason why Dr. Law should not be granted approval to do the above. If you have
any questions, please feel free to contact us. '

Sincerely,
/.
Natasha and Abdul Jarrah

Attach men/ré\-1 5
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(301) 340—8700 l'ax (.'501) 540—6380

REALTY

To:  City of Rockville Planning Board o o
From: Rory S. Coakley, Presxdent% O A S e e T
Re:  PLT 98-0150 _ S S ,

, Date: October 21, 1998 '

Ihave revrewed the subdxvrsxon apphcatxon referenced above The proposed subdmsxon K
of the parcel into two lots of 8429 s.f. and 9056 s.£, is in keeping with the typical lots on - S
South Van Buren Street and the surrounding neighborhoods. As a real estate professronal o ey
involved in both brokerage and appraisal, my firm handles numerous transactions and RN

* appraisals i in the subject's area. I firmly believe that the subdivision will not havea - -
negative unpact on the nelghborhood but, rather it will have a very positive impact. The - e 2

- positive impact will come in the form of a brand new $400,000-$500,000 home to be bmlt BN
on the new lot. It is my understanding that local builder John Dufief will construct the e
home. His firm does nothing but high quality work and he will undoubtedly build a home e -
that harmonizes with the existing | homes on the street. ' - ‘

Dr. Law is an outstandmg citizen in the community and he is not asking for anything
special. It appears that this subdivision is allowable and by right in the zoning code. I
respect the opinions of all concerned citizens: however, the little opposition mounted
against this application is unfounded and unsupported by any empirical data. Please rule in
favor of the applicant, Dr. Law. Thank you.

VY
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126 South Van Buren Street
Rockville, Maryland 20850
. October 21, 1998

City of Rockville Planning Division
City of Rockville

111 Maryland Avernue

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re: Application PLT98-0150
100 S. Van Buren Street

Dear Commission members:

I am writing a letter stating my family’s opposition to the resubdivision of the
historic property currently owned by Dr. John Law on West Jefferson Street i
Rockville. I am writing on behalf of my late grandfather, John Gordon
McDonald, former City Manager of Rockviile, who built the beautiful house
lecated on 126 South Van Buren St., where my mother Elizabeth McDonald
Landfair currently resides with her husband William Landfair. I am also
writing on behalf of my late father, John Gordon McDonald, Jr. who was a
Montgemery County empleyee for over 30 years and who instilled in me and my
two brothers the importance of being from Rockville as we grew up. As a child, 1
never truly understood my father’s lament when the quaint town he knew as a
boy was destroyed to erect high rise buildings as weil as a sc called mall in the
center of Rockville untl now.

I suprose pregress is inevitatle but I truly believe the progress | have seen lately
has sped through the town and county that [ lcve like a runaway freight train.
When I raise my children in Reckville, they will never Se able to view
ricturesque tracts of land that existed when I grew up, such as the Chestmut
Lodge property or King Hill Farm for progress has turned this land into a sea of
large houses on small lots of land. I cringe as [ drive past my alma mater.
Richard Moentgomery High Scheol, which has been hidden by a gigantic Mario
furniture building. The only charm that remains in Rockville is the sstablished
residendal neighborhocds, inctuding the historic district of Reclkeville.
Unferturately, scme of these uncrotected vropertes on West Mcntgomery
Avenue, Forest Avenue and Great Fails Read have already {ailen under siege to
builders without any consideration for estheticism or symmewy to the
surrounding residences. Now the train of prcgress has stopred on our street
and I believe there is a law that exdsts in the city ccde which protects the value
cof existing propertes in my mcther’s neighborheec and which is currently being
igncred by the planning cifice.

The average scuare icctage of the hcuses clcse tc the Law grogerty en S, Van
Suren St. exceads 20,0C0 square feet. The average square {cctage of the houses
within a 3C0 ‘eet racdius of the Law croperty exceeds 14,000 square feet. This
zrecesed 9,0C0 square cot et dees not came cicse 0 touching these averages.

i wculd hege that the histerical joundatien and planning office weuld rnot
asrrove zuiding on a nisteric progerty that would te distrotertcnate o the
surrounding residences on the sireet. The curment sresence of a swimming zccl
is not a geed encugh reascn Jor creating such a smail ot
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In our opinion, this neighborhood has been subdivided enough. Our side of
the street has remained untouched for almost 60 years and the remaining street
for over 30 years. People in the surrounding metropolitan area now equate
Rockville with the commercialism that is present on Rockville Pike. Few
Washingtonians are familiar with the dwindling historic town that remains and
which has been named in previous years “Hometown U.SA.” [ am writing this
letter because I'm passionate about the neighborhood where I was raised. My
ancestors have lived in this town since the 1800’s, The decision ultimately rests
in your hands but if approval of this small lot is granted, then a precedent is set
for other remaining property to be destroyed on South Van Buren St. Please
take our concerns under careful consideration. I hope one day the children I
have grow up on what we believe to be the most beautiful street in Rockville like
I cid and my father did before me. :

Sincerely,

AL U.L’vj(p 7 e,?‘&‘\‘z\,\g_‘;\ﬂc'& <
Mary Elizabeth McDonald
Elizabeth McDonald Landfair

. - e a g" R *
otz METreai & d@_w‘({’ﬁ“b
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. Harry E. Bailey, Jr. and Catherine R. Bailey
106 West Argyle Street
Rockville, Maryland 20850-2326

301-251-9673 QE@EQWJEW
'\.
October 21, 1998 l\ oct 23 o ;\b |

SoMM Y -

Mr. Robert Spalding, Chief

Rockville City Planning Commission

Department of Community Planning and Development
111 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re:  Subdivision Application PLT98-0150
100 South Van Buren Street

Dear Mr. Spalding:

My husband and I are Rockville City residents for the past 25 vears, and neighbors of the
referenced property. This letter represents our support of Dr. Law’s proposal to subdivide the
referenced property. We have no objection to an additional single-family dwelling being built on
Lot 21 at that location. Many residents have double lots in our subdivision, and the essence of
Dr. Law’s proposal is exactly why we bought a double lot- the security of real estate in
Rockville being so desirable! My husband and I consider it a privilege to support this proposal.

If T can be of further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me at my office
301-496-9363, or my husband at the residence phone above.

Very trulv yours.
5

T~
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. LaW O££ices O£ Nancy :L\/I. Floreen
401 East Jefferson Street
Suite 203
Rockville, Maryland 20850
301.340.3055 fax 301.340.8653

email ﬂoreen@hers .com

October 28, 1998
BY HAND DELIVERY
Ms. Jane Fry-Emond
Chair
City of Rockville Planning Commission
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850-2364
Regarding: Request for Reconsideration of PLT98-0150,
Lots 20 and 21, Block 3, Dr. John Law

Dear Ms. Fry-Emond:

I represent Dr. John Law with respect to the above referenced record plat which four
members of the Commission heard on October 21. Pursuant to Rule 36 of Robert’s Rules of
Order, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission reconsider Dr. Law’s request for
record plat approval at its next scheduled meeting.

As the tape of the Commission’s October 21 hearing indicates, there was some confusion
as to whether Dr. Law’s application was a subdivision or a resubdivision subject to the additional
standards of Section 23-749 of the Rockville Code. Apparently at the urging of an opposing
resident. Dr. Green. the Commission was led to believe that the property had been previously
subdivided, and so was subject to the resubdivision criteria which permit the Commission to
consider the frontage and lot area of nearby lots in evaluating record plat approval requests.
Please be advised that this was in error.

We have attached for vour review a number of documents from the Peerless Rockville
file detailing the history of transfers of Dr. Law’s property. In particular, this material points out
that Dr. Law’s property was not the subject of the deed sale in 1922 which Dr. Green asserted
would be a basis for finding that it had previously been the subject of a "subdivision." In fact, at
that time the heirs of the owners of the property sold off some adjoining land, but did not include
the property containing what was then known as the Johnston Prettyman house. Peerless
Rockville"s thorough research reflects that the property on which the home was located has been
transterred by deed since 1840. During all its years. the Johnston/Prettyman house has never
been "divided" out of another piece of land. This fact is reflected in the City’s maps. which show
it as a parcel. not as a numbered lot. Your staft report reflects that it is a "previously unrecorded.
deeded lot." There is no question that the property has never been the subject of a recorded plat
ot subdivision or subjected to City subdivision review and approval at any time in the past. nor is

TN
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Ms. Jane Fry-Emond - Page 3
Chair, Rockville Planning Commission
October 28, 1998

there any doubt that the proposed lot 21 fully meets the requirements of the R-90 zone. Thus, in
no instance has the property been "subdivided" as that term is commonly and historically used.

Obviously, if the Commission’s view were the case, all properties which it reviews in the
subdivision context would be subject to the resubdivision criteria, because they all have been
transferred, at some time, by deed, and at some point in history have been part of a larger tract.
But such an interpretation is not supported by the City’s Code. The Rockville subdivision
language clearly recognizes that resubdivision is a subcategory of "subdivision" in its definitions
at Section 25-1 of the Code. While the Rockville Code does not provide the Commission with a
definition of "resubdivision, " we do refer you to the Montgomery County Code, which defines it
as "a change in any lot line of a recorded lot or parcel of land. Resubdivision includes the
assembly of recorded lots or parts of lots." Montgomery County Code, §50-1. Insofar as the
Rockville Code sets out the resubdivision standards for "any resubdivision of existing or
undeveloped lots" at §25-749, it is reasonable to conclude that the use of the term "lot" in this
context refers to recorded lots as well.

In its review and approval of the subdivision plan, the Historic District Commission
properly treated Dr. Law’s application as a "subdivision" and not a "resubdivision” as did your
staff in their report on the matter. The minutes of its discussion of the proposal reflect the
Historic District Commission’s conclusion that the subdivision as proposed would have "no
adverse impact on the Prettvman House and that any future construction should be compatible in
siting. setback, mass, and materials with the established streetscape and historic house" and that
"the new lot was not incompatible with the lot size and land use along Van Buren."

In addition, we draw vour attention to Section 25-729 of the Rockville Code which
applies to Dr. Law’s request, characterizing it as a "minor” subdivision with the implication of
less rigorous scrutiny, given the limited impact of the two-lot proposal which fully complies with
the standards of the R-90 zone on an existing street.

Based on this updated background. we respectfully urge the Commission to reconsider its
apparent conclusion that Dr. Law’s request was subject to the resubdivision criteria. We hope
that you will recognize that to apply such standards was in fact inconsistent with the actions of
the Historic District Commission. the analysis of your staff and the history of the property.
Moreover. the Planning Commission's stated concerns about the propriety of new construction
on Van Buren Street will be more than adequately addressed by the Historic District
Commission. the group to which the City has specifically delegated the historic review functions.
They will. we are sure. impose its own high standards on lot development to ensure compatibility
with the historic fabric of South Van Buren Street. It goes without saving that Dr. Law fully
commits to compliance with the Historic District Commission’s requirements in this regard.

Because these points create serious questions of law and practice with respect to the
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appropriate standards to be applied in this matter, we believe that reconsideration is fully
warranted under the circumstances.

We appreciate to the Commission’s attention to this request of a long term Rockville
resident attempting to straighten out his property affairs following his wife’s death, and will be
present at your next meeting to answer any questions you may have.

Very truly yours,

4@%&/%7 ; %Liéz/u\

Nancy M. Floreen
Attorney at Law

Enclosures (3)
cc: Dr. Law
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104 West Jelferson Ex.
Recckville, Marylernd 20850
Part of Exchange & New Exchange IEnlargsd, Rockville 4th Dist

GENZRAL SUMMARY

Tnis bouse, lying at toe intersection of West Jefferson andé Soutn
Vvan Buren Streets, ls one cf the oldesty homsas in Reockville, MA, It
was constructed prior to 1851 and substantlally remocdsled in 1376, but
tg virtually unaltered on the exterior since that tlme.

This property has been traced back to tne orizinal land grant of
1630 acres called Exchangs and New Zxchange surveysd in 1720.

From 1821-1968 Lt was the home through seven gsneratiom ci the
tolland/Jonnston/Prettyman descendants, Thils family served the county
and the City of Rockville in a varisely o fields connected with governmen
educatlon, religion, the milltary and the law.

This property 1s now the residence and John znd Margarat Law,

repared by: Anne W, Cisssl Cctcoer, 1678

Sources:

Montgomery Ccunty Records (Laand, Will, Taxes): Liber aad Follos

as documentad,& ®lat 3/56 -

Maps: Martinet & Zcnd (1£865), C. . Houkins (1376) ». 10

Fhotcgraphs: Montgomery County rdlsio ical Sccleiy Collsction,
066-001-123A and 066-C01-123C

(2
i
E1
e
.

Sortralt & Blozravhical Record of €tn Congressional District,
Ctapman rfuplisning, New York, 1398 . zc9
.+ Varicus sources in unpublished Pretiyman-Tazily historles, Capt.
e Johnston's logsock, etc. (Montgcmery Cocunbty Historical Scclevy
wMontzomery Countv Sentinal Newspaper, February 4th, 137Z,
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PRETTYMAN ECOME - CHACNCLOGY
Year
Land records

1720 1520 acres were survayed Tor Arthur Welson and
narmed "Exchange and New Exchange".
This land was partitloned several times in the 18th
century, however land records prior to 1777 ars part
of Frederick County records,

1812 Thomas Williams to Thomas Linstead for $378, part of
Q/36 tract called "Exchange and New Exchangs Enlarged", con-
taining 13 1/2 acres.

13823

W/584 "Whereas by decree of the Court of Chancery, Lawls
Gassaway was aprolnted trustee and authorized to sell
real estate of Thomas Linstead, deceased...lLewis Gessaway
on 20 September, 1821 did sell to Soloman Holland, tract
of parcel called Exchange and New Exchange Enlarged.,..
ad joinling Town of Rockville and containing 13 1/2 acres.
Belng part of the reul estate of Thowas Linstead... for
sum of $450.,00..." ‘

Soloman Holland had besn Snerlff of lMonigowery county
in 1792. Hs was active ln clty and county affairs and
cne of the men chargad with fulfilling chartar for / or so
establishnient of Rockville Acacdemy. He alsc donated land
for Baptlist Church. He owned lands on elther sids of
Academy lot, but hls home was con the east side cf the

1820-24 Academy, on lotus number & & 7 of plat of Rockville.
Tax Records Ee also cwned lots 8-12, (unizmproved).Lot 12-17 was
o 84 Rockvlille Academy, and on west side of acadexmy lay nis
©.157 13 1/5 acres of Zxchange and Mew Exchange tract, un-
numpoered, belng outside Town of Rockvills.

1839 ' Soloman Holland dled, leaving everything to his
Wills - W 356 wife Matlilda for use in her lifetime, unspecific as
Liosr 4, page 321 to children's lsgacy.

1280 Deed of partltion of SH. estate. Nathan Eclland
35S 10/30¢/302 and crother Zacnarias Heolland agrse to pay Matilda
annual sum for her interest Ln estate. The tweo
brethers, for thsir share, cnoose the land insids
the Town cf Rockville, Lots €-12, approximately 11 1/2
acren, The daughter of Soloman Eclland, Anne Eolland

Jobns(t)on recelves as her share the "Zxchange and New

Txcnange'" lot of 13 plus acres.

1340~1850 spectiicn of houss by Captaln Zacharias Forrest
Jehnscen, United States Navy, This house Lls snhown
ln photograpk in Montgomery Ccunty Historical Sccieiy

ccllecticn

The ncusa Ls

on seccnd Tlc by

has a_ pedinment id
2ast gide and smal

IQD

C

Zelng numbered CEE-CCL-123A (undated)
& Irame, L-sherted, witih dcormer windows
c £ Zoth main mass and side ell. It
]

H T oe

-

all rcrch, no tay windcws cn the
1 texwcod Lushes lining front wallx,
$cly) vricr to the Civil war. It

asslical Revival" style,
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1851
sTs 5/212 This lund record, dated 13 February, 1851 rsccrds
the following recaipt, "... for $10.00 from S. Sécnestreetd
ground in Baptist Burylnsg Ground, adjolnling and north of
Captain Johnston's houss." -

1853-1365 Captaln and Anne Johns{t)on had four daughters. One of

) them Lydia marrled noted educator Elljah Barrett Prettyman,
tn 1855. They wmade thelr home off and on with Mrs. Johnston
when widowed. In the period 1353-13863 Prettyman served as
principal of the Brookville Academy. Returnling to Rockville
in 1863 he was appobtnted as Clerk of the Circuit Court,
a position he held for 22 years. The 1865 Martinet & Bond
map shows the housse in the namse of E.3.Prettyman, although
title to Lt had not yet passed to the Pretltyman naus.

O .
/342 Anne Johnston grants to her son-in -law ZBP and daughter
12 acres of "iZxchange and New Exchange", bounded by public
road leading from Rockville to the Great Falls of Potonmac,
samg as conveyed by Lewls Gessaway to Soloman Holland, and
gaxne as conveyed to Ann Johnson, wife of Zacharlas b
Deed of Partition at BS 10/300. Cost: $560.00 '
(This conveyance excludes the house lot)

1872 This deed was from all the remalning helrs of Anne Johnst
EZP 10/238 and their spouses and conveys the remaining lacre and 12.5
perches of land and ihe house toc ZBPretiyman and Lydila.
Cost: §1440.00

.

18

76 -Fedbruary 4in ,

omery Sentinel Newspaper: '"Zlljah Frettyman nouse Ls nearly complets,
directly wast of acadeay, maln bulldlng 36 X
two storiss high, zorenss in front aand rear-
east front dsccrated with two bay windcws.
Contractor for carpenter'a work - Jonn B.
Zdmonston, Rcof by 3Boulc, palntlng Dy James
Msehan."

ion

[

1379
C.M.Zcpkins H“ay

Z.3. Prettyman home and lot snown., 3SBcunded by Jeffsrson
3
p 10 !
c
D

3

reet, on the Zasti- Rockiville Acalesumy and cn ithe wWesty
de by Great Falls Road. Van pursn strest ls not
<
r

through. Drawing of hcuse shows two bay windows and
cheas.

Y

cr
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o]
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328/189 "Hairs of ZElLi
agrse to sall T
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1954
29817648

1968
3748/350

3932/149

1974
4535/474

Nota:

Willlam Prettyman et al to Charles and Ruth Prettyman
"remalining unscld land of Elijah Barrett Prettyman"
.+« bounded on the wWwest by South Van Suren Street, on
the North by West Jeiferscn and on the Zast by lands of
Trustees of Roclkville Academy (now Rockville Methodist
Church).. and on the south by land of (formerly) Lydia
Brunett.,.. contalning approximately 1 acre uwore or
less, but is assessed at 32,801 square feet.., same
ag described in a deed from Oscar Badgsr, et al to
Elljah Prettyman at EBP 10/238,

Ruth Prettyman, widow of Charles, granis to James
Hathaway same as recorded at 2981/648,

Jaues Hathaway to Mayor and Council of Rockville
3,668 square fest of land.

Deed Ircuw Jamas Hathaway to Jobn and Margaret Lew
Tor parts of tract called "Exchange and New Zxchange
Enlerzed ", City of Rockville... conteining 27,538 square
Teet... and imprcveunents." Beginnlng for saze at end
of 110 feet on lst line of ccnveyancs from Cscar Badger,
@t al to EZlljah Prettymun for 1.0 acres and 12 squarse
perches, recorded at ZBP 10/238 and later conveyed to
J. D. Hathaway in 3748/39C.. than to point on southerly
slde of Jefferson Street, as now widened, then along
gouth side of said sireet..../"

Certaln variations of spelllings such as Johnston/Johnson
are copled from the land records as \is.

Anecdotes or "tales" ccnnectad witinh thls housas, such as those
surrcuading Jeb Stuart on nls way to Battls to Getiysourz are
undocumantad and unsudbsvantlated, and ther=2lorse, coitted.
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- ' ' jurvey No. M:26/10/3

. . Magi No .
Maryland Historical Trust
State Historic Sites Inventory Form DOE __yes _no
Replaces 1976 Form
M:26/10/3
1 . Name ¢indicate preferred name}
historic The Prettyman House
and/or common . . . - i
2. Location
street & number 108 West Jefferson Street -~ - " ___not for publication "
city, town Rockville — vicinity of congressional district 8 ?5
V i
state Maryland - -. - - , county Montgeomery (RV Planning Area 1) g
g - b
3. Classification !
Category - Ownership Status : Present Use (L
— district —_public . . Y occupied ___agriculture e MUSEUM '
_J.Zbulldlng(s) Jéﬁrivate . —_ unoccupied e CcOmmercial . — park &5'
— Structure — baoth — WOrk in progress — educational & private residence
— Site Public Acquisition Accessibie — entertainment — religious
—— Object —. In process .J[yes: restricted " . government — scientific
—— being considered - Yes: unrestricted e industrial — transportation !
,~not applicable _ no —_ military = other: office |

4. Owner Of PrOpel’ty (give names and mailing addresses of all owners)

John R. Law et ux.

name

104 Weat Jefferson Street

street & number telephone mno.: 279-0990

Rockville Maryland 20850

city, town : state and zip code
5. Location of Legal Description
. Montgcmery Co. Land Records \ 4534 —
courthouse, registry of deeds, etc. . . liber
' Mcntgem Co. Courthouse , 474
street & number gomery folio 7
Rockville A ' Maryland

city, town state

6. Representation in Existing =istcsical surveys

title Naticnal Ragister of Historiec Places (19734)

date City of Rockville Historic District (1974) X tederal ___state ___county X ___ local

depository for survey records City of Rockville

city, town Rockville state Maryland
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7. Description

Survey No.y. 26/10/3

condition Check one Check one

excellent — Qeteriorated ____ unaitered i« criginal site
v good —— ruins —ialtered —— moved  date of move
— fair

—— Unexposed _

Prepare both a summary paragraph and a general description of the resource and its

various elements as it exists today.

The subject house faces north on West Jefferson Street, at the
intersection of Van Buren on a narrow deep corner lot. The present
Van Buren Street originally served as the lane to the house; 1its
dedication reduced the side yard to a small garden enclosed on two
sides by “he house. Mature trees shade the house and grounds. A brick
herringbore walkway leads to the house and surrounds an ancient tree
on the street cormer. 0ld boxwoods line the front walk, obstructing
the path and hiding the building front. A driveway from Van Buren
leads to a carport at the rear of the main block, enclosing the garden
on the third side.

This frame 2-story center hall plan house with 2-stery wing is L
shaped overall. The three-by-two-bay main block is bullt on a brick
foundaticn -and - topped with a low hipped roof covered with asbestos
shingles. It has wide boxed eaves. The house i3 sheathed in beaded
German siding cn the north and east, the facades exposed to the (then)
town, and plain German siding on the south and west with wide
cornerboards and cornice with frieze and crown. There are two
interior brick chimneys in the main blcck and one in the wing. The 2-
story west wing has an asbestos shingled mansard roof and the founda-
ticn is parged with cement. :

The original house of 1841 was designed as a 1-1/2 story side-gabled
vernacular dwelling with a pedimented front portico in a popularized
Greek Revival stvle, The house had an attached 1-1/2 story west
wing and a rear wing. Two pedimented gabled dormers were set into the
steep roof on both main mass and wing. In 1876 the house was enlarged
and remodeled to Victorian tastes with the raising of the main block
to a full two storles with attic, addition of a full width porch, a
one-story bay on the east facade, and probably the mcdification of the
west wing roof to a dormered mansard roof. Since these changes, the
hcuse has been little altered. (See photograph, attachmen: 7.3)

The nerth (front) facade consists of the east three-bay, two-story
main block and west twc-bay, two-story mansard roofed wing. The main
block has three regularly spaced windows on the second story, and
elongated, nearly docr length windows in the first and third bays,
first story. The predominant window type is 2/2 double hung sash,
but 6/6 is also used as noted. Mcst have classic projecting crowned
and capped lintels with a mculded strip below the 3ills and woeden
louvered shutters except the wing dormer windows. On the east side
cely, two .scroll brackets supper: the sills. A woed panelled exter-
ior deecr with cne-light rectangular transcm and surrounds similar to
the windows 1s in the center bay, flanked by brass carriage lamps. The
main bloek full-width front porch is set cn brick plers and has a low
nipped roof supported by four square chamfered and fully capitaled
columns, The front porch is accessed by three central wooden steps

centinued on attachment 7.1
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M:26/10/3
The Prettyman House
Attachment 7.1

only, two  scroll brackets support the sills. A wood panelled exter-
ior door with one-light rectangular transom and surrounds similar to
the windows is in the center bay, flanked by brass carriage lamps. The
main block full-width front porch is set on brick piers and has a low
hipped roof supported by four square chamfered and fully capitaled
columns. The front porch is accessed by three central wooden steps
flanked by a plain post, rail, and stick balustrade which continues
around the perimeters of the porch. The porch rests on brick piers
infilled with lattice panels. The slightly hipped seamed tin roof has
four chamfered and capitaled wooden columns supporting a wide cornice.

The two-bay wing has four windows, one in each bay first and second
story. The mansard roof extends down the facade to the top of the
first floor main block windows with approximately a one foot
overhang. The two second story dormer windows are set deeply into the
mansard roof so that the sills with moulded trim below project only
slightly and the flared pediment hoods somewhat more. In appearance,
these windows seem almost flush with the roof. The top of the
mansard roof has a overhang of several inches which is boxed with a
crown moulding as the mainblock eaves. The first flocr 1is nearly
obscured by shrubbery.

The west facade consists of the narrow end of the 2-story wing with a
one-story shed-roofed office addition and small enclosed entrance
portico on the south side, the two-bay west side of the taller main
block and a rear south-gabled one-story addition. The wing has one
window first and second stories. The main block has one narrow window
on the second story, north, by the mansard rocf, and a window in the
south bay. The first story has a central 6-1light wood exterior door
and an elongated window in the south bay. To its right is ancther
wood panel exterior door. The addition has one small 6/6 window in
the left bay and a larger 6/5 windcw in the right.

The south (rear) facade has an irregular massing created by additions
to both wing and main block. The scuth side of the wing has two
deeply set dormer windows on the second story as described before.
The first story is occupied by the office addition with one centered
window and 6-light wood panel exterior docr. An aluminum storm dcor
is 1in the entrance portico. The gable end of the rear additien has
one 6/6 window and an ornamental weathervane on the gable peak. The
rear of the three-bay main block has one windcw each bay of th
seccnd story. A shed-roofed scresen perch with a screen docr 1is in the
center bay and one mainblock window in the right bay, first story.

The two-bay east facade has one windcw in the scuth bay, first and
second stories The north bay has cne windew, second story, and =

~

flat-roored, 3~gided, 3-windcwed projecting bay cn the firss story.

continued on attachmen:s 7.2
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Interior:

Although updated, many of the original interior features and the floor
plan of the main block were retained. Handsome woodwork (baseboards,
window and door trims, stair balustrade) and fireplace mantels remain
intact. The exception is the black walnut and oak paneled library or
rear parlor, described in the 1876 Sentinel (attachment 8.3), which
has been removed. '

The west wing is accessed through the dining room or front parlor by
an enclosed hyphen and descending steps. This area was substantially
altered to provide a modern kitchen and informal living room. The
second floor now serves as the owner's dental office, accessible
through a centrally placed interior stairway.
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104 West Jefferson before 1876
(tentatively dated by famlily Fall, 18713)
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- Ba algnmcanc ' | 4 rvey No. M:26/10/3

Poriod .” Areas of Slgniﬂcanco-—Ctuck and justity below ,
—— prehistoric __ archeology-prehistoric ___ community planning ____ landscape archltecture..._ religion
— 1400-1499 ____ archeology-historic —— Conservation " . — SClence
— 1500-1599 ____ agriculture _ —— SCONOMIcs — literature .. —— SCUipture
— 1600-1699 _v architecture ¥ education . military : — social/
—_— 1700-1799 ___ art —— sngineering e Music humanitarian
L21800-1899 _____ commerce e exploration/settiement ___ phno:ophy —— theater
— 1900~ —_ communications e Industry politics/goyernment  ____ transportation
. — Invention 1876 alterations addition __ iher (specity)
1841-42, altered 1876 James H. McGill architect
Specific dates additions 1876 Builder/Architect/ames B. Edmonston, builder
check: Applicable Criteria: _A _B _C _ D -
and/or

Applicable Exception: _ A B C D E F G

—— — o— o—— ——— e

Level of Significance: __ national __ state __locél

Prepare both a summary paragraph of significance and a general statement of history and

support.

o, Ieroc T s p oo-Signifieance. o -n -i: TLomA s Lnree
The Prettyman house is architecturally noteworthy as an example ©of an
184038 popularized Greek Revival vernacular house, remodeled and en=-
larged to its present configuration in 1876. It is associated with
five generatlions of the Johnston-Prettyman family who were notable in
public service, educatlocn, religion, and the military.

Bistory and Support

Sclomen EHolland was the Register of Wills for Montgomery County from

1808 until his death in 1839. After his death his late 18th century

home on Scuth Washington Street ( Site M:26/11/5) devolved to his
“Bons. His wife, Matilda, - chose a 13-1/2 acre lot at the western

boundary of the Town of Rockville adjoining the Rockville Academy,
.&cross from the Baptist Cemetery, and stretching south .along the Road

to Great Falls. 1/ On this site in 1841-42, the subject henu

constructed for Capt. Zachariah ¥< Johnston and his wife Anna Holland Anna

Johnston, daughter of Solomon and Matilda Holland. 2/ The house is
‘specifically mentioned in a receipt dated 1845 for a burial -plot in
the cenmetery.

A photograph of the Prettyman family and the house taken in 1873 shows
the appearance of the original house befcre alteration. The 1-1/2
story frame dwelling had gabled dormers, exterlor end chimneys, and a
side wing. The front facade was deccrated by a pedimented entry porch
with classical columns in the Greek Revival style. 3/ (Proto,
attachment 7. 3)

Capt. Johnstcen served U1 years in the U.S. Navy. Cre of his tours cof
cduty included patrolling the Pacific waters off the coaat ¢f Califor-
nia during the 1843 Gold Rush. U4/ According to the 1850 census this
Rockville residence sheltered his wife, his mother-in-law and his five
daughters.

continued cn attachment 8.1
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Johnston's eldest daughter married Oscar Badger,USN; that branch of
the family continued the Naval tradition for three generatlions. His
daughter Mary married Cooke Luckett, teacher and later Principal A of
the Rockville Academy. His second daughter Lydia was 17 years old in
1850.

Elijah Barrett Prettyman was the son of a Methodist Minister, a
graduate of Dickinson College, and a teacher when he came to Rockville
in 1851 to read law with Judge Richard Bowie. 5/ He and Lydia
Johnston were married in 1855, by which time he had become Principal
of the Brookeville Academy. He remained in Brookeville until 1863
when he returned to Rockville to become Clerk of the Circuit Court for
Montgomery County, a public office he held for 22 years.

Mrs. Holland sold the 12 acres surrounding the residence to Elijah for
$960 in 1867, but retained title to the house until her death in 1870.
Elijah bought the hcmestead from the other heirs for 31,440 in 1872.
6/

Washington D.C. Architect James H. McGill was engaged to remodel and
enlarge the old house in the newest Victorian style. He substituted a
full width "Piazza"™ on the first floor for the original porch.
Changes to the fenestration and roof lines are shown on the extant
elevations and plans, "Drawings of Alterations and Additions to the
E.B. Prettyman House, Rockville, Md", ncw held by the present owner.
The Sentinel of December, 1876 (s=e attachment 8.3) noted the comple-
tion of the work by local ccntractor John 3. Edmonston and described
the aize of the house and its custom features such as black walnut
panelling 4n the library, rcse tinted wallpaper and the latest silver
Latrobe stoves. The kitchen wing is not shown on the architectural
drawings, but it is believed that the zmansard reccf now present on thi
wing was done at the same time. 7/

Scme of the surrounding acreage was sold later as the west end of
Rockville became a desirable suburban address. One lot was sold to
Mr. Prettyman's deputy R.S. Patterson. Both Marian Prettyman, who
married local newspaper publisher Albert Almcney, and the widowed
Sophia Hizgins purchased lots on the west side cf the Pretiyman stable
lane, later platted as South Van Buren Street.

In 1899 Mr. Prettyman was appointed the third State Superintendant of
Schools: at that time the job also included the position as Principal
of the State Normal School at Towson. He retired to Rockville in 1905
and died two years later. Lydia Prettyman died in 1919; subsequent
cccupants of the house inclucded the children and grandchildren of the
couple, including the widower Rev. Forres: Preiiyman, Chaplain of the
U.S. Senate; Miss Lydia Prettyman, Deputy Register of Wills for
Montgcmery  County , and wvaricus maiden aunts. 8/ Financial
ccnaiderations forced the sale of most of the property wiih its grove
cf chestnut trees. The lznd on Falla Rcad was sold for develorment,
and the stone dairy, stable and other outbuildings disapreared as Van
Buren Street was extended scuthward.

centinued on attachment 8.2
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M:26/10/3
The Prettyman House
Attachment 8.2

Charles Wesley Prettyman and his wife Ruth were the last of the family
to own the house. Mr. Prettyman was an attorney and member of the
Rockville City Council. By the time of their purchase in 1954 the
old house was badly deteriorated and required rehabilitation and
modernization.

Between 1968 and 1974 James Hathaway owned the house; since 1974 it
has been the property of John Law, D.D.S. who maintains his office on
the second floor of the old kitchen wing. 9/

This once quiet neighborhocd 1s now threatened by the heavy traffic,
pollution and noise which are the products of its proximity to three
heavily travelled arteries into Rockville.

Footnotes:

1. Montgemery County Wills W356(1839) and Montgomery County Land
Records BS10/300-302 (1840). Boundary Stone II of the Town of
Rockville was planted in 1803 at the southwest corner of the
Rockville Academy 1lot, one of the eastern boundaries of the
subject property.

2. Land Records, STS 5/212 (1851). The date of construction is
based on a rise in the assessed value of the property from $574 to
$1,800 in the 1841-42 Tax Assessment records.

3. Montgcmery County Historical Scciety Photograph Collection # 066~
001-1234, date provided by Prettyman family as Fall, 1873.

4, Montzomery County Sentinel March 25, 1859 obituary. His log beek
for the "Forty-Niner" period was donated to the Montgcmery Ccunty
Historical Society, but has not been seen fcr 15 years.

5. Men of Mark in Marvland, Johnsen-Wynn Co., (D.C.) 1907, Veol.I, p.
291 and Abstracts of the Minute Books of the Brookeville Academy.

§. Land Records, EBP4/3U2 (1867) and EBP 10/238 (1872). Although Mr,
Prettyman 4s shown as the owner/occupant of the house on the
Martinet & Bond Map of 18635, this is an error as is the outline of
Jefferson Street all the way to Falls Road; until the 1890's,
Jefferson Street was a dirt path at this point.

7. Two years later, Edmonston constructed a mansard-roofed house for
H.W. Talbott nearby at 208 West Montgomery Avenue.'

8. Prettyman family genezlcgles, newspaper articles and church reccrds
of various dates 1855-1854.

9. Lland Records 2981/648 (1954), 3748/390 (1968) and 4585/47H
(1974). The kitchen wing suffered a fire in 1906 which the
Sentinel of November 16 said left that portion a "wreck" but <cid
little damage to the main building.

Attachment 6-34 .
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9. Major Bitlio, aphical Reference. Survey NoM:26/10/3

Montgomery County Land, Will, Equity and Tax Records. Montzomery County Senti-

nel, 1855-1954; Montgomery County Historical Society: photographs, maps,
Prettyman C:ollectiqn of documents, histories and genealogy, Architectural

drawings (1876).

y
10. Geographical Data
Acreage of nominated property 27,538 aquare feet
Quadrangle name , Quadrangle scale
UTM References {o NOT complete UTM references : e .:,.L;:,:.: L
‘ B
Ll Lo Lol by Lo L L e b by d
Zone  Easting Northing Zone Easting Northing .
L b Ll b ol Ly Lo Lo b by
Elsl[l!l:yl[‘llcl 3 T I O O I O A T T
Lo Ll Lo Lol l | Wl Ly L bbbl
Verbal boundary description and justification
Fronting on the south side of West Jer‘ferson Street and bordering the east
slde of South van Buren Street.
List all states and counties for properties overiapping state or county boundaries
state ' ) code cout;sty : : : : code
state code county - code
11. Form Prepared By
}
name/title - Anne Cissel = Judy Christensen, Arch. Description
organization Peerless Rockville - date 1976 rev*sed Dec.1985
street & number P.0. Sox 4262 S ulephone 762-0095
city or town Rockville ' : state Har’yland 20850
The Maryland Historic Sites Inventory was officially created by
an Act of the Maryland Legislature to be found in the Annotated
Code of Maryland, Article 41, Section 181 KA, 1974 supplement. B
T ~."‘.‘ [ A A (’.‘.:7'

The survey and inventory are being prepared for inforzation and
racord purposes cnly and do not cons*itute any iﬁfrirzemeﬁ- of
individual property rights.

i
raturm to: Marvland Historical Trust
Shaw House "
21 State Circle
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(301) 269-2438 Attachment 6-36
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1.
2.
4.
5.

Or
.

ACHS SUMMARY FORM -

‘s

Name Prettyman house , Jf

Planning Area/Site Number 26/10 3. MNCPPC Atlas Reference
West Montgomery Avenue HD Coordinat e
Address 104 West Jefferson Street
Rockville, Md.
Classiflcation Summzary

1

Catezory_  huytlding

Ownership private

Public Acquisition V/A

Status__occunisd MNCPPC-County,Local-~1G76

Accessible no ~ National Rag-ster-ﬁad°”27~1975
Present use__private residence uo%kville Eistoric District

5 - = . cmmission-1974
Previous Survey Recording . rederal Tate___ ounuy Local

o
Date 1851 7. Original Owner Capt. Zachariah

Lo
Apparent Condition Johnston
2. _excellent c. Ooriginal sice
b.__altered

d o e b . - . .

Description : This PECuaﬂéu ar 25 siory, 3 bay by 2 vay, Irazme house fzc
ey e . . ‘ el - .

norch. The maln (east) section of the nousa is buil< on brick foundations,

and has a low hipped roof covered by asbestos shingles. Thnere ar2 two Interd

ch;mnegs, ang a one story bay window on the first Floer. Tni sectlon has

& iront porch wlih quarter hipped roof zand oa__su-aded railing. The doubls

windows ’Taﬂking the freont- door are unuq”a“‘f long and reach the rorch loo-.

The west adcditlon was. made %o the house curing 2 majJor remodeling in 137
It has poured concrete foundaticns, and 2 mansard »ocl covered 2y ashestcs
sningles. There ars 2 dorme> windows flush against the nor:th sids of the rcc
Ther? is an interior chimney in this secction, There 1s a2 lovely privase garc
at the back of the house. '
S‘g“~&ica1ce'_ 3 Thls house 1s -one of the oldast in <he ci:" of Rockville.

For almost 150 years the property has been owned or occupied b Dy ore family wh
succeeding generaclons have served Montgomery County znd the cify of Roekvill
with dis:inction in the fields of =ducasion, rellzicon, law 2né the miliza=—,

_ Crne cf the first sheriffs of Montzemery County, Solomern Holl and, purchzs
13.5 acres here in 1821, and rassed 1t 10 his daughter Anne Johrsuo“. She zan
Ner husband Captain Zacharizh Forres: Jonnston, U.S.N., bull® the house 2bou=
1851, One of the four Johnston daughters married educator Zlijan ZBerrett
Precttyman, who served as principal of ths Brcoksville Acadeny Trom 18353-23,
and 23 Clerk of the Mo ntgomery Coun Ty Cir;uit/C:urt from 1393=35. The Zresty
mans erte;s;w,-J remocdeled the houss 1n 1372-%, zdding ths manszrd roc?, ilzrzs:
[20Tcn, ana pay windows on fthe eas: sids.

The Pretcyman son (William) and g-andson (Charles) z2liso lived herse, "ha
wers ailorneys, active in County pelitics, rsiizious, and communisy affzirs. ™
Served as trustess and a2dministrators for the Rockville Aczcdemy naxs door. =
1G22, 12 acrss was soli eff, and the remzlininz z2:re passed from tre femily In
1852, The pressnt ownsr uses the PTODEITY &s 2 compined residesnce and offlica

oo R B -~ -— -~ - . - s -~ f—- -
Compller zZileen McGuekianl3. Date Compilad 2/72 L4, Designatlon

A
Apgroval

Sescriztion Attachment 6-37 176
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MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST

INVENTORY FORM FOR STATE HISTORIC SITES

M: 28/10
West llontgomery HD
Magl #

B NAME

HISTORIC

Prettvzan Hous

e,

AND/OR COMMON

B4LOCATION

STAEET & NUMBER

104 West Jef

ferson Street

.

CITY. TOWN CONGRESSIONAL DISTARICT
Rockville — VICINITY OF 8th
STATE . E;'JU NTY
Maryland - ¥Mentzomery

EHCLASSIFICATION

POV IVSENTYS TS SOOUEPPY S ST VI J 500 VUDIEIT WIS S & WA TS S

CATEGQRY OWNERSHIP STATUS PRESENT USE
.DISTRICT —PUBUC ' xoccusep ~AGRICULTURE —MUSEUM
Z-BUILDINGS) X PRIVATE —UNOCCUPIED —COMMERCIAL —PARX
—STRUCTURE —80TH -WORK IN PROGARESS —EDUCATIONAL X PRIVATE RESIDENCE

- _SITE PUBLIC ACQUISITION ACCESSIBLE —ENTERTAINMENT  _REUGICUS .
—OBJECT —IN PRCCESS —YES: RESTRICTED —GOVEANMENT —SCTIENTIFIC
—-BEING CONSIDERED ~YES: UNRESTRICTE —INDUSTRIAL —TRANSPORTATICHN
X.NO : —MILITARY ~OTHER:
{7 JOWNER OF PRCPERTY
e E VYl vE; Of PJ. PP
NAME .. L.
John and Margaret Lavw Telezhions £:272.0S<0
STREET & NUMBER
10L Jeffarsen Street
CITY. TOWN STATE , 21D Ccce
PAanrriilas VICINITY OF S5 "'17:.7 anA 9@8 50 ~
pe e hd r e Y w ~n resy 181 .
E.,-n»:%LOCATIOI\s OF LEGAL DESCRIPTION Titew 2. L53L
CSURTHCUSE. tclic 3 Lou
ea: e
REGISTRY OF DEEDS, ETC. VAant o mms CAarim =y ’"""*‘31’.3‘;59
STREET & NUMBER
CITY, TOWN STATE .
Hoekville Meryland 20850
f e - . R, - . [P -
el RO TTOTNTT AT ™7 TIN Y QT 0T Vg
P REPRESENTATION 1IN EXISTING SURVEYS
TITLE
Rocxvills Histcric Districs Commiszizsn Sumva--
DATE
<A ~FEDERAL  _ETATE  _zoumTvy ITL3CAL
SIADSITORY FoA
SURVYEY ASCTADS = tuns Ta MYy a1
Nl Ve b e e L2 [ - i e
CiTY, TOWN STATE
Rcekvilla Marwrlznd
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i Ly DESCRIPTION

CONDITION CHECK ONE CHECX ONZ
X excsiient » —DETERIORATED : . _UNALTERED ZomGinaLsite
—GOCD —RUINS v ZaLteren —MOVED DAt
—FAIR " _UNEXPOSED

DESCRIBE THE PRESENT AND ORIGINAL (IF KNOWN]) PHYSICAL APPEARANCE

This rectangular, two and a half story, three bay by two bay,
wood frame house is in excellent condition. 3Built on a corner lot
close to West Jefferson Street, near the heart of ¢

he city of Rockville,
it faces north,

The main (east) house is built on brick foundations whils the west
addition has poured concrete foundations. The nor:th and east elevations
have white novelty siding and- the south and west elevations havs
clapboarding, There is a porch on the north (freont) el
east section., This porch. has a quarter hipped roof whic
by four chamfered wooden posts. A balusiraded r=
porch except where the steps from the walk leagd up to the porch, The
north (front) door is wooden paneled and is surmounted by a single
light transom. The double windows flankin

white
evation of the

h is sumnported

iling encloses the

2ng the north door are unusually
long and reach the porch floor. There is 2 one story bay window at +he
first floor in the northeszst corner of the east elevation. Thes:
windows are zll two~over-two double hung, They are surmounted by simpls
carved wooden lintels and flanked by black wooden louvered shuttars,

The main (east) house has a2 low hipped roof covered Dy asbestos
shingles. The west addition has a mansard roof covered by ashestos
shingles., There ars two dormer windews sit flush against the ncrin
nanszard roof. These two-over-two double nung windows have moldad
lintels with a peak at the .center, There zre. two interior chimners in
the east sszction 2nd one i-n erior chirmey on the wes* section.

There is a lovely private garden 2t the bacx of this house,

CONTINUZ ON SZPARATE SEEZT Ir NECZSSADY
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ttachrent Sheet A

In 1922 the surrounding acrease was divided, gith 12 acres sold to
Lydia Almoney Erunett, one of the Prettvman heirs. The last acge,
1nCWuc1ng the bo“se lob,nassed from the Pretiyman family in 1968.8 L strip
of the lot was deeded to the } Mayor and Coun01l of Rockville for street
widening in 1949,

The prfa ent owner 1s John Law who uses it as 2 ccocmbined residence
and office
Toctnotss

1. Lend Records of XYontgomery Counity, (38 10/3003 BS 10/302)

2. Mcntgomers Ty Assessment Records, 184%1-52. p, 230 (Ses rec2ipt et
STS 5/212:".,.for §10.00, from’Z, Stenestrest, ground in thes Zapiist
Burying Ground, adjoining and nzrih of Ca- vain Johnston's nhouse')

3. (Photo 066-001-1231) (undated), Montgomery County Eistoriczl Socisziy's
Photograpn Collection

. Land FRecords of Monizomemy Coun<wy (Z2D L/2k2) )

. Photo 0656-001-23C) (1835), Montgomary Couniy Eistorical Society's
rnotograph Collection
7. Lané Records cf Mentgomery County, ME., 328/189,
Py T3 17L2 /3090
-~ . -3..»4‘., _}7"‘«/3_\/.
TS A 1
G, id,, 2932/1k9,
0. Ibid,, B335/u0L (1g7k),

Attachment 6-41
R. 180



FT3MAJOR BIBLICGRAPHICAL REFERENCES

-

See attached sheet B

CONTINUE ON SEZPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY

FTIGEOGRAPHICAL DATA
?'7 CT'JR cnnnge fee t

"Exchenge and New mxcn,nge En’arcea"
DlSu--Cu.

ACREAGE OF NOMINATED PROPERTY

.

part of
City of I

tract called
Rockville, Reckvil

VERBAL BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

Bournded on the north by West Jefferson Suroet on
on the south by land of

the Rockville Aczdemy lot,

the east ¥
(formerly) Lyd:i
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126 South Van Buren Street FEy
Rockville, Maryland 20850 1. 0CT 30 1998
301-424-6429 o
SOMMUNTY S_aNNING
October 30, 1998 ANE SEVELCPMENT

Ms. Margaret Hall
Community Planning Division
City of Rockville

111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re: Planning Commission Denial of Application PLT98-0150
Dear Ms. Hall:

I attended the Public Hearing on October 21 regarding Application PLT98-0150 to
resubdivide the property of Dr. John Law. When the application was denied by the
Planning Commission I assumed that the matter was concluded; I now understand that
this may not be the case. My husband, William E. Landfair, talked with the Planning
Division Director, Mr. Spalding, on October 27 and during their conversation, my
husband asked that cur neighborhood be informed should the Planning Commission
reconsider Application PLT98-0150. :

I would like to formally request that if and when any attempt is made to overturn this
ruling or to consider another proposal regarding the property in question, that we and
our neighbors are informed in a timely manner. I understand that Mr. Spalding stated
the most formal method of appealing the matter would be for Dr. Law to take it to the
Circuit Court. Should that happen, I and perhaps some of my neighbors might wish to
seek legal counsel.

I also would like to state that 1 was concerned that notification of this matter did not
arrive until a week before the Planning Commission’s hearing. I was disappointed to
hear at the meeting, when Mr. Spalding was asked by a member of the Planning
Commission about the late notification to the community, that the Planning Division
was not required to inform the neighbors but did so only as a courtesy. We were out of
town until the Monday before the meeting and if our vacation had been longer the
matter could have been decided without our input. I have lived in Rockville for 40 years
and would not like to think a change would take Place on the street where I live without
being given a chance to state my views. I noticed in the October 28 Rockville Gazette
that I can view the plans for the trees in Rockville on the internet and the City Council
is urging all residents to offer input. I applaud the Council for publishing information
like this and I would like to request that the City Council direct the Planning Division
to inform neighborhoods in a timely fashion when changes that directly affect them are
to be considered by the Planning Commission.

Sincerely,

T - -

Elizareth Mclonald Landfair

Copy t0: Maycr Rose Krasnow O
i

Pl
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Law Offices of Nancy M. Floreen D E@E” W]I:E ﬁ

401 East Jefferson Street

Suite 203 Hov s
Rockville, Maryland 20850 1 Y 1998 j

301.340.3055 fax 301.340.8653 | i

email ﬂoreen@hers.com WN'WCMMNG
‘SERVICES
November 17, 1998
BY HAND DELIVERY
Robert J. Spaulding
Chief of Planning
City of Rockville

111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850-2364
Regarding: Re-application for Subdivision plan approval
Lots 20 and 21, Block 3, Dr. John Law

Dear Mr Spaulding:

I represent Dr. John Law with respect to the above referenced application. Enclosed
please find the following documents:

. Application

. Six copies of Plan of Subdivision

. Record Plat checklist

. Forest and Tree Preservation Ordinance Application

As this is a renewed application identical to that which was previously filed in
September, and because the work in reviewing this has already been substantially completed, we
respectfully request that the City waive the applicable fees.

In addition, because of the importance of this application to Dr. Law, and the
neighborhood interest it has generated to date, we respectfully request that this application be put
on for hearing before the Planning Commission on a date when all Commissioners will be
present.

What has changed since the Commission’s October 21 hearing on the original request is
that Dr. Law has decided that he personally will arrange to have a new home constructed on the
new lot for his own personal residence. He has already begun to consult with the Historic
District Commission as to their requirements. He has also made repeated efforts to meet with his
neighbors and other interested persons to review his planning with them. This decision should
ensure the compatibility of the new structure with the existing home and the South Van Buren
Street neighborhood and we hope that his extensive efforts will go a long way toward satisfying
neighborhood concerns as to change on the property.

=)
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Robert Spaulding November 17, 1998
Chief of Planning ‘ Page 2

City of Rockville

In order to assist the Planning Commission in understanding how this will work, Dr. Law
also wishes to invite the Planning Commissioners and your staff to visit the property and to let
him describe for them exactly what he intends.

We previously provided you with copies of the deeds associated with the property and
other documents addressing the character of the Commission’s review based on the subdivision,
not the resubdivision standards. In order to facilitate matters, we respectfully request that the
material previously submitted be made a part of the file on this new application.

Thank you for your prompt attention to these requests. Please do not hesitate to let me
know if I can provide you with any further information with respect to this matter.

Very truly yours,

Z ant 7”7%’%& 24

cy M. Floreen
Attorney at Law

Enclosures (9)
cc: Dr. Law
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LAW OFFICES

MiLES & STOCEBRIDGE

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
BALTIMORE, MD ’ 22 WEST JEFFERSON STREET FREDERICR, MD
CAMBRIDGE, MD ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850-4286 McLEAN, VA

COLUMBIA, MD TOWSON, MD
EASTON, MD TELEPHONE 301-762-1600 WASHINGTON, D.C.

FAX 301-762-00863

A 201-517_2235“' December 8, 1998

Ms. Jane Fry-Emond, Chair

City of Rockville Planning Commission
111 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850-2364

Re: Application for Approval of Final Record
Plat PLT 98-0154, Proposed Lots 20 and 21,
Block 3, Original Town of Rockville,

John T. Law, Applicant

Dear Ms. Fry-Emond:

Please be advised that this firm is counsel to Richard J.
Green, D.D.S., M.S.D., the owner of the land and premises known as
124 South Van Buren Street, Rockville, Maryland. Dr. Green’s home
is located within five hundred (500) feet of the property which is
the subject of the application referenced above.

On October 21, 1998, the City of Rockville Planning Commission
reviewed the Final Record Plat of Subdivision described above. By
letter dated November 6, 1998, the Applicant was informed that
approval of the proposed plat of subdivision was denied. By letter
dated Octouber 28, 1558, Nancy M. Fioreen, Esquire, acting on behalf
of the applicant, John R. Law, requested that the Planning
Commission reconsider its decision. Apparently, no action to
reconsider the proposed plat has been taken.

On November 20, 1998, Dr. Law filed a Petition for Judicial
Review in the Circuit Court for Montgomery County identified as
Civil Action No. 194485 seeking review by that Court of the
decision of the Planning Commission in conformity with the

provisions of Rule 7-201, Marvland Rules of Procedure. That
proceeding is currently pending before the Court.

We are informed that, notwithstanding the denial of approval
of the proposed plat, Dr. Law has filed an additional subsequent
request for approval of the same plat which was denied on November
6, 1998. The subsequent request is identified as PLT 98-0154.

N\
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MrrLeEs & STOCKBRIDGE

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

Ms. Jane Fry—Embnd, Chair
December 8, 1998
Page 2

Further, we are informed that the Planning Commission intends to
afford Dr. Law the opportunity to pursue the subsequent request for
approval by placing the matter on its agenda for its December 16,
1998 session. Dr. Green takes vigorous exception to this action
for several reasons.

Initially, a review of the subsequent request reveals that Dr.
Law is requesting that the identical final record plat be approved
under a new identification number. There 1s no substantive
difference between the original plat and the subsequent plat. The
only difference in the application requesting approval is that Dr.
Law asserts that he intends to reside in a house to be erected on
the proposed lot. Obviously, once approval of the plat is given,
neither the Planning Commission nor any other agency within the
City of Rockville can enforce the identity of the resident in the
proposed house and lot.

Moreover, we suggest that the authority of the Planning
Commission to consider the subsequent request for approval of the
identical plat has been divested by Dr. Law reguesting judicial
review of the denial of the prior request for approval. Simply
stated, after Dr. Law filed the petition in the Circuit Court,
exclusive original jurisdiction over this matter vested in the
Circult Court, as held in Montgomerv County v. Ian Corporation, 282
Md. 459, 385 A.2d 80 (1978).

Further, we suggest that for the Planning Commission to permit
the filing of the subsequent request for approval of the same lot
is nothing more than a request to reconsider the prior decision of
the Planning Commission. Obviously, this would lead to a
continuous approval process only limited by the tenacity of the
applicant. Conseguently, the Court of Appeals of Maryland rendered
the decision in Schultze v. Montgomerv County Planning Board, 230
Md. 76, 185 A.2d 502 (1962) which stands for the notion that once
a quasi-judicial body has ruled, the decision may only be reopened
and reversed by that body upon a showing of "fraud, surprise,
mistake or inadvertence." No such allegations are contained in Dr.
Law’s subsequent request for approval of the subdivision plat.

In summary, the propriety of the Planning Commission’s
decision is now the subject of a judicial review as provided by
Section 25-39(b) Rockville City Code at the instance of Dr. Law.a
It is the exclusive province of the Circuit Court to review the
record of the proceeding and determine the existence, vel non, of
substantial evidence to sustain the Planning Commission’s decision.
It 1is inappropriate and most likely illegal for the Planning
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M1LES & STOCKBRIDGE

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

Ms. Jane Fry—Embnd, Chair
December 8, 1998
Page 3

Commission to reconsider its decision or take any other action
while the Circuit Court has this matter under judicial review.

If you have any question regarding this matter or we may
furnish you with additional information, please do not hesitate to
contact the under51gned We also request that a copy of this
letter be included in the record in Application for Approval of
Final Record Plat identified as PLT 98-0154, Lot 20 an 21, Block 3,
Original Town of Rockville.

GVC:kj

cc: Sondra Block, Esquire
Paul T. Glasgow, Esquire
Nancy M. Floreen, Esquire
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LaW OHICES Of Nancy M Floreen

401 East JeHerson Street E @E ” W]IS

Suite 203
Rockville, Maryland 20850 DEC 10 1998 ;
301.340.3055 fax 301.340.8653
email ﬂoreen@hers.com C
December 10, 1998 AND ,%&ggg%ﬁnge
: ERVICES

BY HAND DELIVERY
Ms. Jane Fry-Emond
Chair

City of Rockville Planning Commission
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850-2364

Regarding: PLT98-0154,
Lots 20 and 21, Block 3, Dr. John Law

Dear Ms. Fry-Emond:

This office is in receipt of a letter sent to you on December 8 on behalf of Dr.
Richard Green, a neighbor and opponent of the Dr. Law’s application for subdivision plat
approval. Dr. Green has argued that because Dr. Law filed an appeal from the
Commission’s earlier denial of his record plat, so as to preserve his rights, he is therefore
precluded from requesting that the full Commission consider his current application, and
the Commission is somehow prevented from hearing it. Please be advised that Dr.
Green’s arguments are misplaced and should be rejected.

Neither the Rockville City Code, your rules of procedure, or Article 66B of the
Annotated Code of Maryland, which governs the City’s exercise of zoning authority,
supports Dr. Green’s contention or in any way limit the authority of the Board to hear Dr.
Law’s pending application. As it is a basic principle of administrative law that an
agency’s authority is derived from its governing statutes, eg., Lussier v. Maryland Racing
Commission, 343 Md. 681, 686, 684 A.2d 804, 906 (1996), that should be the end of the
discussion.

Further, however, the cases cited by Dr. Green do not support his arguments.
Montgomery County v. Ian Corporation, 282 Md. 459, 385 A.2d 80 (1978) has nothing
whatever to do with this matter. It involved the question of timely intervention by the
county in property tax assessment matters and the relationship between a circuit court and

N\
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Ms. Jane Fry-Emond, Chair
December 10, 199
Page 2

appellate court in addressing errors of the circuit court. Indeed, the very case which Dr.
Green cites as his authority, Schultz v. Montgomery County Planning Board, 230 Md. 76,
185 A.2d 502 (1962), in fact justifies Dr. Law’s application. In that case, the applicant
filed a request for resubdivision which was denied based on neighborhood opposition.
The applicant appealed. While that appeal was pending the applicant resubmitted his
plan. Upon receiving additional information as to the facts regarding similar
development in the same neighborhood, the preliminary plan was approved by the Board.
When it came to final formal approval of the plan as had just been approved, opposing
neighbors complained again and the Board reversed itself. It was that second reversal,
the reversal of the approval after re-application, that was challenged and which the Court
found to be arbitrary and capricious. Here, similar to the unchallenged events in Schultz
Dr. Law has submitted a new application because erroneous and incomplete information
was before the Board previously. In addition, Dr. Law’s current intent to retain the new
lot for his own use is new information as to the changed character of the application for
the Board. Dr. Law here has simply taken the precise same steps as those taken by the
ultimately vindicated applicant in Schultz.

As we will explain at the December 18 hearing in this matter, Dr. Law’s
application comes under your subdivision standards, and is not subject to the
resubdivision rules. Dr. Law’s property is an unplatted parcel which has never been part
of a subdivision in any form. Information submitted by Dr. Green at the Commission’s
hearing on October 18 with respect to Plat 98-0150 suggesting the contrary was
erroneous. As a result the Board has no authority to deny an application which complies
with the criteria for subdivision in the R-90 zone. Nonetheless, and without conceding
such point, recognizing the interest of the Commission in development which is
consistent with the existing patterns through this area of Rockville, we will also present to
you further information as to the patterns of lot sizes in the area surrounding Dr. Law’s
property.

In particular, we will show you that even on the same block and in the same zone
as Dr. Law’s property, and even in the Historic District, structures have been comfortably
developed on smaller properties than the 9,056 square foot lot that Dr. Law is proposing
to create. Thus, 113 South Adams Street is a parcel with 6,950 square feet, 115 South
Adams Street is a parcel with 8,050 square feet, and 117 South Adams Street is a parcel
of 7,500 square feet. Across the street, 106 South Adams is a parcel containing 7,500
square feet. 100, 108, 110, and 118 South Adams are all located on parcels which are less
than 9,500 square feet. Moreover, throughout this area of Rockville, not only are there a
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Ms. Jane Fry-Emond, Chair
December 10, 199
Page 3

number of additional developed parcels which are smaller than the lot proposed by Dr.
Law, but there are also a number of lots created by subdivision which are also less than
what he proposes, others that are just about of the same size, and an additional number
less than 9,500 square feet. In addition, at least three properties on Van Buren Street
alone have lot sizes 80 feet in width. What this will go to show is the consistency of Dr.
Law’s request with the variety of lot sizes scattered throughout the neighborhood. All of
this has not detracted from the vibrancy of Rockville’s existing neighborhoods or their
historic character. None of this was discussed in any detail at the hearing on Plat98-0150.

By this information, Dr. Law hopes to satisfy any planning concerns the
Commission may have with respect to his application. He has made every conceivable
effort to work with his neighbors to explain the details of his proposal. We have agreed
to stay the appeal pending this application. In sum, Dr. Law has done everything within
his power to work cooperatively with the City in attempting to resolve questions and
issues concerning the application.

We respectfully request that you reject Dr. Green’s arguments and proceed to hear
Dr. Law’s application as scheduled. Please include this letter in your record in PLT 98-
0154.

Very truly yours,

‘ﬂ/@/qu T otz

Nancy M. Floreen
Attorney at Law

cc: Sondra Bloch, Esq.
Paul T. Glasgow, Esq.
G. Van Canada, Jr. Esq.
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118 S. Van Buren Street
Rockville, MD 20850
December 11, 1998

City of Rockville Planning Commission

ook ) EGEIVE

Rockville, Maryland 20850

} DEC 11 1998
Re: Application PLT98- &), =<£ L

100 S. Van Buren Street COMMUNITY SLANNING

. AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
Ladies and Gentlemen:

I have been informed that although my néighbor’s application for resubdivision of
his property was denied and his request for reconsideration was denied, he has submitted
the identical application for the second time.

I wish to reiterate my position that this nice old neighborhood should be left
unchanged. It is one of the few areas in Rockville that has not undergone drastic change
and there is certainly no reason for considering change other than for the applicant’s
financial gain. I am enclosing for your reference a copy of the letter which I wrote at the
time of Dr. Law’s first application. It is my understanding that a number of homeowners
from Argyle Street have written in support of his application. My answer to each of them
is that it would not affect them one way or another. They do not live on South Van Buren
Street. The fact that they think he is a nice person is really not a supportable reason to
change the character of our neighborhood.

As I stated in my letter dated October 20, 1998, any resubdivision of lots on this
street would set a precedent. As Mr. Phipps of 131 South Van Buren Street stated at the
first meeting on this matter, his home is positioned on the center of two large lots and the
house could be torn down in order to create six R90 lots. Mr. Talbott and I could build
on the lot between our houses. Mrs. Landfair has 46,000 square feet which could be
divided up. Others on this street could do likewise. There are any number of lots on the
street which could be resubdivided into R90 lots. The “Old Rockville” charm of South
Van Buren Street would be gone.

With all of the changes which we have endured in Rockville, I would like to know
that South Van Buren Street will remain unchanged. I turn the corner into our street and
it is as 1t has been for a long, long time, as I stated in my first letter, a quiet and serene
refuge in the midst of the bustle of downtown Rockville.

Dr. Law has persuaded some of the neighbors to agree with his argument that
“change is inevitable.” I would venture to guess that is the kind of thinking that created
the Rockville Mall and caused the interesting old houses and businesses lining the streets

1A
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of downtown Rockville to be torn down and irretrievably lost. I believe that this awful
event led to the formation of Peerless Rockville and the Historic District Commission.

Financial distress or recent widowhood is irrelevant to resubdividing a property. I,
too, am widowed due to my husband’s untimely death as was Mrs. Landfair. We also had
problems; but we have dealt with them without dividing and upsetting our neighbors.

A letter sent to the neighbors by Dr. Law’s realtor stretched the facts with an
implied threat that Dr. Law’s property might be rezoned commercial. This is an effort to
scare neighbors into choosing the lesser of two evils written by someone who would gain
financially. [ have attached a copy of the letter from Mr. Coakley who, by the way, does
not live in Rockville. I am almost afraid to ask what his plan is for stabilizing the
residential properties on South Van Buren Street for the next 25-50 years. I have been
very happy and stable here for 35 years and others of my neighbors have been here much
longer.

I would once again ask that the Planning Commission consider the fact that
this is one of the few old established neighborhoods remaining in Rockville and leave it the
way it is now. I do not feel that I am, as Mr. Coakley chose to call me, a disgruntled
neighbor. My husband and I were thrilled that we could move onto this fine old street in
1963. One of our reasons was that it was an established neighborhood which would not
change.

Very truly yours,
Janice H. Schiavone

]
Enclosures

cc: Peerless Rockville
West Rockville Citizens Association
The Mayor and Council of Rockville
Rockville Historic District Commission
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118 S. Van Buren Street
Rockville, MD 20850
October 20, 1998

City of Rockville Planning Division

City of Rockville

111 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Re: Application PLT98-0150
100 S. Van Buren Street

Gentlemen:

I have been out of town and upon my arrival at home in the late evening October 18, received a
postcard which had been mailed to the owner/occupant of my home giving notice of a tentative planning
commission meeting on Wednesday, October 21, 1998. I would like to ask two questions. Just when will
1 be informed whether or not this tentative meeting will take place? The other question is why was I not
given more notice.

It would seem to me that the intent to subdivide a lot and drastically change a neighborhood
should be advertised. To the best of my knowledge, it has not been.

I would like to express my concern about the proposed subdivision of this parcel. South Van
Buren Street has always had the reputation of being one of the nicest residential streets in Rockville with
spacious lots and mostly good sized homes. Green lawns, gardens, trees and lots of space between houses
is a part of the charm of South Van Buren Street. Squeezing a big Pseudo-Gothic/Victorian, or any other
$450,000.00 to $500,000.00 house on that size lot would begin to change the whole character of the
neighborhood. It would also set a precedent on our street which I have noted in other parts of the west
end of Rockville. The most egregious example to me would be the placement of seven or eight houses on
a small bit of acreage on Maryland Avenue.

Another aspect to consider is the fact that new construction would place an additional strain on
the old city pipes in this neighborhood and would make stormwater management more burdensome. We
do have a big problem with water pressure in this area.

My house is right next door to this proposed new lot and I am worried that any house squeezed
onto a lot smaller than any other on this street would be jammed right up against my property line. |
expect that all of the trees would be torn down also. I would also venture to guess that there would be
more cars parked on this narrow street.

I have lived in my house for 35 years and it has always been a quiet and serene refuge in the
midst of bustling downtown Rockville. With a large house looming so closely over mine, I will feel as
though I live in a townhouse subdivision.

It is my hope that the Planning Commission will consider the fact that this is an old established
neighborhood and leave it the way it is now.

Very truly yours,

Janice H. Schiavone
J
cc: Peerless Rockville
The Mayor and council of Rockville
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COAHKLEY

Rory S. Coakley Realty, Inc. - 20 Courthouse Square - Suite 106 - Rockville, Maryland 20850
(301) 340-8700 - Fax: (301) 340-6380

REALTY
November 12, 1998

Dear Concerned Citizens of South Van Buren and Argyle Streets,

My name is Rory Coakley and [ own and operate Coakley Realty which is located in downtown Rockville,
next to the Courthouses. I assisted my sister in purchasing an historic home at 415 West Montgomery
Avenue. As the recently installed President of the Rockville Chamber of Commerce, My family and I
have a vested interest in business and real estate in Rockville.

Coakley Realty is Dr. John Law’s real estate agency for the sale of his property at 104 West Jefferson
Street. I have been working with Dr. Law for almost one year in an effort to assist him in downsizing his
primary residence since he is now a widower and does not have the résources or energy to fund and
maintain the property. We have studied a variety of options such as: commercial zoning and creating a
new lot.

I researched the possibility of rezoning the property for commercial uses. Attempting to change the
zoning is probably achievable based on some of the recent cases on nearby properties; however, this would
take 6-9 months and some costly expenditures on zoning attorneys, landplanners and civil engineers.

This extra time and cost would be more than offset by the increased net proceeds of the sale of a
commercial property. Dr. Law was not comfortable with altering the residential nature of South Van
Buren Street

Creating an additional lot seemed to make the most common and economical sense. It appeared to be
readily achievable in the R-90 zone as a matter of right. Also, it would maximize Dr. Law’s net proceeds
on the sale which will enable him to resolve some financial obligations and provide enough funds to
purchase or build a home for retirement.

Finally, Dr. Law’s existing lot is more than 27,000 square feet. The proposed lot is more than 9,000
square feet which is totally in keeping with the surrounding lot sizes. Whether John DuFief or Dr. Law
builds a home on the lot, it will undoubtedly be of the highest quality and in harmony with the
neighboring homes.

Please empathize with Dr. Law and the facts regarding this issue. What if this was your property?
Should a few disgruntled neighbors have the ability to unjustly interfere with the property rights of a
fellow neighbor? 1feel Dr. Law should be able to create a new lot and carry out our plan for stabilizing
the residential properties on this street for the next 25-50 years.

Ctis

President
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Richard J. Green, DDS, MSD E@EH\V]E

124 S. Van Buren Street
Rockville, Maryland 20850

301 294-8979 DEC 11 1996
December 11, 1998 COMMUNITY PLANNING
AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Ms. Jane Fry-Emond, Chair

City of Rockville Planning Commission
111 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850-2364

Dear Ms. Fry-Emond:

I object to the final record plat application PLT98-0154 filed by John Law. This
application is substantively identical to application PLT98-0150, considered and denied by
the Planning Commission on October 21, 1998.

The current application to create a 9,056 square foot building lot is out of character for
South Van Buren Street and in violation of Rockville Zoning Ordinance 25-749. Prior to
1923 the Prettyman lot extended to the south line of the Rockville Academy property. On
February 28, 1923, this lot was subdivided as defined by the current Rockville City Code.
This created a building lot with covenants specifying the construction of a residence
valued not less than $4,000.00 and a right of way for the extension of Van Buren Street.
Enclosed are copies of land maps from 1917 and 1930, and the Deed illustrating the
subdivision of the Prettyman lot to form the Brunett lot and the extension of Van Buren
Street. John Law is now proposing to do again exactly what the Prettyman's did in 1923.

The Planning Commission spent two hours discussing the merits of this proposal at its
meeting on October 21, 1998. John Law had the opportunity to withdraw his proposal
and request the presence of all seven members of the Commission prior to their voting.
He choose not to do so. The quorum of four Commission members voted, and the
application was denied. John Law is challenging the Planning Commission's integrity to
make a ruling by forcing the Commission to rehear the same proposal under a new
application number. This is improper and not a provided method of appeal either in the
Planning Commission Rules of Procedure or in Chapter 25 of The Rockville City Code.
Any issues in law should be decided on appeal in the Montgomery County Circuit Court.
I respectfully ask the Planning Commission to vote to deny application PLT98-0154.

Sincerely,

Richard J. Green, DDS, MSD
enc

a)
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ZONING AND PLANNING

“r.
i
[<]]
-

lines are indeterminate and pavement or a well-defined traveled
way exists, the centerline shall be assumed to be a line midway
between the edges of such pavement or traveled way,

Street, width means the horizontal distance between the side
lines of a street at right angles to the side lines.

. Structure means a combination of materials forming a construc-
tion for occupancy or other purposes which requires permanent
locatiun on the ground or attached to something having perma-
nent location on the ground.

Subdivider means any person or duly authorized agent who
undertakes the subdivision of land as defined herein and includes
the term "developer” even though the personnel involved in suec-
cessive stages of the project may vary.

Subdivision means the division of a lot, tract, or parcel of land
into two (2) or more lots, plats, sites, or other divisions of land or
assemblage of land for the purpose, whether immediate or future,
of sale or of building development. "Subdivision” includes resub-
division and, when appropriate to the context, relates to the pro-
cess of resubdividing or to the land or territory subdivided.

Subdivision, minor means any subdivision containing not more
than three (3) lots fronting on an existing road, not involving any
new road or the extension of municipal facilities and not ad-
versely affecting the development of the remainder of the parcel
or adjoining property and not in conflict with a provision or por-
tion of the Plan or this chapter.

Swimming pool means a pool for swimming by human beings
having adequate legal capacity and deck size.

Swimming pool. accessory means a swimming pool and/or
wading pool. including buildings neceszary or incidental thereto,
conducted as an accessory use:

{1) Maintained and operated by the munagement of any
multifamily development in any muitifamily zone or develop-
ment; or

(2) Maintained and operated by the management of a hotel
or motel for the use of patrons thereor: or

1939
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Il Mostgomery County, in the State of “aryland, deocsased.

5 e o Fowts ' » -
i Ja7carrie 3dgley [ masl) "0

Je As Stover. > ‘-,
s

B L (Internal Savenns_ $6.00)_. _ -
e
gtate of Uaryland, ontgomery County, to wis: - Rhp e ) e e
»
- 1 hereby oertify that on thie 20th day_of January, . in._the Jear. 1921 . befora_zhae

.

g, Ridgely snd Carrie Aldgely, hie wife,

#d to be thoir_respeobirve sot, _

r 48 Tinees 3y haod and lotarial seal.

John 4, Stover |
Jotary Publle _

» Caithersburg, 44.

liH_fHfjiﬂ_ﬂrm_ﬂgr_fi_[l‘_l'rrrl‘r|‘Hir'rhﬂ!}}n‘iHJJHHHMH,HI‘UU‘!LUI!L{H’L
M-J't\- ~_- At the request of Lydis Ll.:lonc,' Brunett and J. !'lu.l Srunett the following Deed

8 liotary_Publio #f the State ond County aforszald, .perzonally oppesred Filliam

and 414 each ooknowledsge the forsrolcsg and anmexed

:

Ll

|

—was_rsaprded Februsry 28%h, A.D. 1923 _at_10.43.0'olook 1.M. to wit:=

L_;n A8 _Deed, made_this_13th_doy of Februsry, in She_yser nineteen hundred and_tw

sthree, by Hosstte V. Prettyman, widow snd eole dervises of Charles W, Prottyman, late o
-

omery County, in the State of Maryland, deceased;: Elisa_P, Kilgour. widow, Ainna H.

ruder and Hugh 3. Magruder, her husband, of Baltimore City, in the 3%ate of “aryland;

ot _J. Erektyman_sod Elizabeth R. _Prettyzan, him_wife, of Koox Connty, in the Itat

scRae; Lydia F. Pratiyman, unmarried, of Montgomery-County, in the. State_of Maryl

bert J. dlmoney, widower, Yary 3. Almoney, unmarried, togother with Lydia Alzopey .

o

X

mnett, belng the sarviving husbtend and only children and helre-at-law of Mirlam.?. ilzanas q

geased; — — e S w—— i M S V4

— ~Jlinesseth, Whereaz the partiss grantor hersin befors cpued, Sogether wih sh
Sntees hersinafter nsmed, ars the only surviving devieess of Elijah B, Pretiyman, and &

Sply heire at law of the said clijah B. Prettymsn and Lydis_F, Prettyman, his wife, lats d

e

Apd Sheress the esid partise grantor have sagrsed o esll unto Lydis ilmone

Brucett and J. Paul Brunett, her husband, the hersinafter decoribed paroel of land, be

of the rsal estate, wituate, lying and deing in the Town of Rockville, in Montgomery Count

Ilry!.lnd

Eld

¥
of whioch the said Z1ijabh B. Prettyman and Lydia F. Prettymen, hie wifs, rup-a:l"ll.

Jap

A1ed eoized.

Sow, Theresfors,

in gonsideration of the premises and im further oomelderation o

f

the wmm of Tep Dollare, we, the said Fosesta 7. Prettyman, Eliss P, Filgour, Anns M, Meg

and dugh 3. dagruder, her husband; Forrest J, Prettyman and Elizabeth 3. Pretiyman, b

hie wife,

-1

;. plege_or parcel of 1

-
.
L i \"“l.-‘.f":: % . '-“ 2 A "l\?&' r "_-‘:'-' . . "%‘:
e vy e - e : =
& H

B s A}tachment -
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b
, 8ituate, l7ing and beling in !_nn_l'.gglE’ County., in the 3tate of Maryland, which iz desoribed

R.202



" g

Tl Bt B e e -

. ————— i .

follows: =

Beginning at a point 4istagt four_bundred_and fcrty four and sixty=

_bundredths (444.6%) feet from the dnd_of the fire: line of_a dsed from Anne 2. Johs

to Elijah B, Prettyman dated November 4th, i.D, 1867 and_daly recorded among the L

Regords of eald County in Liber E.3.P. Mo, 4, follo 342, eaid point belng also_th

begioning of o dsed from Hosetta V. Prottyman and others_%o Forreat_J. Prastiyman

running thenos revereely with eaid line Morth forty~five ginntes Wesi eavensy 2

fast; thenoe South eighty-oine degrese fifteen mipgutes Waet one hundred and_Shirs

and twenty one bundredthe feet %o the Eart adge of Van Burep Street _Zxtended, thanog

South Porty five minutes Zaet favonty five feet, themce with Forreet J. Prettyman'

Borth line lorth sighty-nins degreee fiftesn aiputee Zast, oms hundred and ihis

and twenty one hundredths faet to the begloning; mccording to a frarvey mads by

..Charles J, Maddox, County Surveyor im 1922,

_Zogether with s right of way along the Weet lins of the lond_abdrg

_desoribed for ite entirs length over the lsnd etill belonging %o the grantorsz, whily

__would lie within the lioes of Yapn Bursn Stres: in ®ald Yown of sockville, 17 ealdTY

Strest were prodused for said_dietance,

emme me—e .. Jubjeat to the following oovenante o rus with the title %o the 18
B .
hereby couveyed, to wib; " Tin

.l
That oo building ehall be erected upon msid 1o, eavs_for repl

parpossa, and ruch outbulldinge as may bs ressonably nec sary io oonneation Sherd

with and that suobh reeldepce ehall not coet lesas than Four Thousand Dollare

Together with all and eingular the balldinge _and izprovemsnce_%h

And all the rights, roads, ways, *atere, privilagas, sdvantages and_appurtonans

£9_3he same belaonging. or in anywire tharaunto_sppertaining
And_we. _%ha esald Hosabta_y o~ Prottyman PFliza P, Filgonr, inn

Magruder sand Hugh S, Magruder, her husband, Forrset 4. Prettyman and Elizabath

Prettyman, his wife, Lydia F. Prettiyman,_ Albart_J, Almoney scd Mary 8. ilmcney

oovenant to warrant generally the lands ond premiese hersby sonveyed, and to e

Aoy and sll such further or other SsEurancet a8 may be raqulelte or necsseary the

better to convey the mame ae aforeenid.

Fitoeee our hande ond sesle. A
.Witneme: ___ _ it e s w mmm . a-wZ0BeS%a_Y. Prettyman __ (S
—- .Uary Louiee Yearley_ ___ _ — - = oh.. Ellza P, Ellgour _ _ |Ya
..Usode £, Hodges . . _. _ ... .. . = -, Aona H. Usgruder _

Macde b. Rodgee _____ . . ____ __ ____._. HughS. Uogruder __ (3

A.E. "i1liame 5 s, Torrest J. Prettyman (gonll

—A.E. M\ome . _ 5. Elizabeth R._Prettyman__

ltness L P P.-dodod-N.B.L 2. lydis F. Prettyman

=

Mary Loniss Yaarley L_Albers_l. Alzoney

N .
Mary B._Al r [§.IT ok

2
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P3N - L - 5 7 C
P Ly LR L ALk .
B Rl e 3 ¥, A - - e) 2 b Ty e ¥
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f tats of Maryland, Mon oaor’ comtx, to vita St 2 php 008 ok

TADY 9ertify_thed on this L3th dey of Fobrmarz iR the_yaar ninatesn k
nty__chru._hoIou_.:ho_uuhtoubcr._a\.novary.znbnc_aszha Suto.nz.‘htyland...ln_an
iMontgonery Qounty, porsonnlly . sppeared losetta v, _Prettyman, widow, 1153_3.__1_11gg__u,r,_11dov
'L dia ¥. Prettyman, murled. slbert J. ilmoney and Mary. B. Almoney, unmarried, and did »egh

'gomowlodgo the aforegoinz and .annexed deed to he _their .. T8=paotive aat and_deed.

Civen under my hand und notorinl eoal thie 12th day of fobruary, ,\.u.vwzs.w

goskrille, onts.

r8tate of laryland, Salclmorg 9115?_,“1:0 w_u:; A . _ L o

g - - ..1 hereby ocertify that on this 8th day of Fa'brvmry. in the yaor ninetssn hundre
‘E‘ .twenty_three,_before the eubeoribar, a lotary Publlo of_the itate .of Uaryland, _in
;‘. ltimore City,. personally appearsd_Anna i ..ung:ndcz.sn&.nnsh_i.__lugmdez,.hnuuhm, ) )
;." d._eaoh_aamque,dguhe_axou&oLnumam'uuuuuumu.xmem!uw i
3 -Glyen under. my_hand snd Hotarial esal Shis_Sth day of Fehruary 9. 1923, _
b Maude_Z. Hodges. ,
! s ol Hotary Public E
v Maude E, Hodgea,) . o My _Cormmission _expirse_tlay 1, 1924, :
vf‘ _ ._|_ HBotary Publio . ~ SR — e &5
o/ .-\—Baltimore, MA._  / __ - "
te of_rannuna.-lnox.Councy; vowlb: ; L

e . — 1. heraby_certify_that on.thie 2nd _day. of Pebruary in .the year.ninataan hundre

_twanty three, befors the subear iher, a Notary Public of .the State of Tsnnesess,. in and 7 X :

0x County, pereopally sppearsd_ orrest_J, Prettyman _ond Elizadbeth 3 s« Prattyman, hin_w

f

< and did eaoh soknowledge the aforegoing and snnexad deed to bde their r_respective act_ and 4 e

- Given under my hand and_no uriul —8eal this 2nd -dsy of February A.B, 1923 ‘.‘m
— Alioce B. @tlllame ?t‘
— Hotary Publia
A [falice k. \Hlliml\ My Commission sxpirse Fsb, 7. 23. "*’-
_ _{ Dotary Publio —
Enox. County, Teng/ ; ,

'\ i

a3

-’7"“‘44 G- AT ‘hl"‘lﬂ'“.ﬂf.ﬂ Gordon_Van_yranken. the following. Deed_mae_rassorded Fahr 1
bt O A

~28th, _~.0. 1923 at 11.30 o'clook i.l. Lo wig:~ . J”";"'
o Xv\:\ Y\ul

b .o G.... This Indenturs, made the eleventh_day of Jenuary_in the ysar. of onr Lor

-6 -3 .
| eand nine_hundred and _twenty-thres bdetwesn Louis °,. yoss and_Nortley_ M. iloe

Y I il
. "‘;}.‘ .’ died EERS a b

- WP

.._LI‘!i":':l!!"f!‘:‘ﬂ?i‘fﬂf?:‘ﬁ!?ii?!ﬂ*"#ﬂ'?ﬂ?!l?f”#f!ﬂ‘t!l‘h‘?ﬁl‘#rrl‘l’l'#fﬁ##f”ﬂ'ﬁii”fﬂ# :
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